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situation of the movables enables the court to deal with a claim
unconnected with them and to deliver a personal judgment
against the owner which will be wholly or partially satisfied by
their sale.
English law stands aloof from this doctrine. It remains The doc-
staunch by the principle that *a court has no power to exercise jj£^°*0
jurisdiction over anyone beyond its limits'1 and insists that no Engiishia
action in personam will lie against a defendant unless he has
been served with a writ while present in England or unless by
virtue of some statutory power notice of the writ has been
served on him abroad. With one exception Order 11 does not
permit service out of the jurisdiction merely because movables
of the defendant are found in England, not even if the plain-
tiff's claim relates to those very movables. The exceptional case
is where an action is brought for the execution of an English
trust relating to movables in England.2 It is, no doubt, a trite
saying that an English court has jurisdiction to entertain an
action concerning movables in England,3 but even so it is a
jurisdiction that is exercisable only against a defendant who
has been personally summoned to appear before the court.
'It should rather seem that whilst every tribunal may very
properly execute process against the property within its juris-
diction, the existence of such property, which may be very
small, affords no sufficient ground for imposing on the foreign
owner of property a duty or obligation to fulfil the judgment.'4
If a foreigner takes a lease of a London house and furnishes it
but then remains abroad, the landlord may levy distress upon
the chattels in respect of the unpaid rent and presumably may
personally re-enter the premises if the lease so provides, but he
cannot maintain an action for arrears of rent.
The practical effect of this inability to invoke the jurisdiction Practical
of the court depends upon whether the plaintiff's claim i
connected with the movables or not. If there is no connexion,
as for example where his object is to recover a commercial debt
or damages for defamation published abroad, he is remediless
in England. It is irrelevant that movables belonging to the
defendant are within reach of the court. But if he claims some
interest in or right to the movables the position is very different.
The action must be brought against some particular person,
1	In re Busfe/d (1886), 32 Ch.D. 123, 131 per Cotton LJ.
2	Order 11, R. i (d); supra, p. 114.
3	See, for example, Dicey, Rule 24, p. 173.
4	Sckifafy v. Westenholz, [1870] L.R. 6 Q.B. 155 at p. 163, per curiam*

